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DETAILED ACTION 
Notice to Applicant 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 31 
October 2006 has been entered. 

2. This communication is in response to the RCE filed on 31 October 2006. Claims 
68-69, 71-77, 79-96, 98-104, and 106-1 19 are pending. Claims 68 and 95 have been 
amended. Claims 70, 78, 97, and 105 have been cancelled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 68, 69, 71-77, 79-96, 98-104, and 106-119 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over LeBlanc et al. (6,694,506) in view of Copeland et al. 
(5,946,694), Pree (Wolfgang Pree, Meta Patterns - A means for capturing the 
essentials of reusable object-oriented design, Proceedings, ECOOP'94, 1994 - info.uni- 
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karlsruhe.de, accessed from google scholar, http://www.info.uni- 
karlsruhe.de/lehre/2004SS/swk/Papiere/ECOOP1994-Pree-Metapatterns.pdfi . and 
McCormack et al. (6,049,773). 

(A) As per claim 68, LeBlanc discloses a computer controlled object oriented 
programming method for distributive program development over networks such as the 
internet comprising (Abstract): 

(a) obtaining a framework, wherein the framework comprises one or more 
classes of objects, a set of predefined, interconnected classes provided to create a set 
of objects and additional miscellaneous routines which are all directed to performing 
commonly encountered tasks in a particular environment (reads on "a plurality of 
support processes" as described on page 30 of Applicant's specification), and a plurality 
of hooks or a plurality of subclasses that inherit all of the functions of the base classes 
and alternatively the subclasses can override some or all of its inherited functions 
(reads on "hook methods" as described on page 30 of Applicant's specification) (Fig. 2, 
col. 1 line 54 to col. 2 line 6, col. 2 lines 33-48, col. 3 line 46 to col. 5 line 10, col. 6 lines 
10-60, col. 7 line 39 to col. 8 line 5); 

(b) creating one or more subclasses from the framework classes, wherein the 
one or more subclasses inherit one or functions (reads on "hook methods") (col. 4 line 
36 to col. 5 line 10); 

(c) associating one or more of the classes provided to create a set of objects to 
perform tasks with subclasses (col. 4 line 22 to col. 5 line 5 line 10); and 
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(d) combining one or more subclasses to build one or more programs (Abstract; 
col. 1 line 54 to col. 2 line 5 line 6, col. 2 lines 33-67, col. 4 line 36 to col. 5 line 10). 

(e) creating one or more reinsurance contract objects that represent one or more 
reinsurance contracts (Fig. 4, col. 2 lines 33-60, col. 3 line 46 to col. 4 line 21, col. 4 
lines 36-47, col. 7 line 39 to col. 8 line 10, col. 9 lines 27-55), wherein creating a 
reinsurance contract object comprises: 

identifying one or more inheritable contract objects from the class of 

objects to represent one or more conditions of a reinsurance contract (Fig. 4\ col. 

2 lines 33-60, col. 3 line 46 to col. 4 line 21 , col. 4 lines 36-47, col. 7 line 39 to 

col. 8 line 10, col. 9 lines 27-55), wherein the reinsurance contract object is a 

parent of a section object (col. 3 line 46 to col. 4 line 21 , col. 4 lines 36-62), 
creating an instance of the inheritable contract object to identify a 

condition object, wherein the condition object is a child of the section object (Fig. 

4, col. 2 lines 33-60, col. 3 line 46 to col. 4 line 21 , col. 4 lines 36-47, col. 7 line 

39 to col. 8 line 10, col. 9 lines 27-55); and 

configuring properties and methods of the condition object consistent with 

the reinsurance contract (col. 2 lines 7-15, col. 4 lines 4-21, col. 6 lines 30-60, 

col. 7 lines 39 to col. 8 lines 10, col. 8 lines 24-45). 

As per the recitation of "overriding at least one of the hook methods of the 
reinsurance business process framework to access at least one stage in an execution of 
one of the reinsurance business processes and to identify a support process to be 
executed," LeBlanc discloses a subclass can override some or all of its inherited 
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functions or may modify some or all of its inherited functions by defining a new function 
with the same form (col. 4 lines 44-47). LeBlanc discloses that frameworks contain 
predefined classes which can be used as base classes and a developer may accept 
and incorporate some of the objects into these base classes or he may modify or 
override objects or combinations of objects in these base classes to extend the 
framework and create customized solutions in particular areas of expertise (col. 4 line 
64 to col. 5 line 5). 

LeBlanc fails to expressly disclose the feature of automatically generating 
process objects as defined by the combined process subclasses when one or more of 
the application programs are initiated. It is noted that this step is typically the final step 
in using an object-oriented software system. 

Copeland discloses a class of objects such as an insurance policy, wherein when 
using the application program, a user can change the beneficiary of the insurance 
policy, determine the insurance policy premium, and any other similar functions needed 
in the administration of an insurance company, wherein these classes of objects are 
defined by classes and parent classes (col. 4 lines 15-44, col. 6 lines 6-42, col. 7 lines 
28-49). 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the features of Copeland within the method of LeBlanc 
with the motivation of providing small, reusable sections of program code to reduce the 
costs and increase the speed of software development (Copeland; col. 1 lines 37-52). 
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Leblanc and Copeland do not expressly disclose the concept of overriding a hook 
method in a framework to access at least one stage in an execution of one of the 
reinsurance business processes and to identify a support process to be executed. 

Pree discloses a framework using hook methods which represent the meta 
patters required to design frameworks consisting of single classes or groups of classes 
together with their interactions (page 4, section 4.1 ). Pree discloses subclass B1 
overriding hook methods M2(), wherein subclasses modify method implementations or 
add new methods (reads on "to access at least one stage in an execution of one of the 
reinsurance business processes and to identify a support process to be executed") 
(page 5 par. 2-3). A subclass that modifies method implementations or adds new 
methods must identify the method that is used and accesses a method that is used by 
the framework. 

At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to include the features of Pree within the method taught 
collectively by Leblanc and Copeland with the motivation of providing a flexible 
framework that requires minimal adaptation effort (Pree; page 6 par. 7). 

LeBlanc, Copeland, and Pree fail to expressly disclose a system pertaining to 
reinsurance including "wherein the reinsurance contract comprises the transfer by a first 
insurer of at least a portion of the risk associated with a primary insurance contract to a 
second insurer to provide protection to the first insurer against the risk associated with 
the primary insurance contract." McCormack discloses this form of reinsurance at col. 1 
lines 41-64. At the time the invention was made, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art to include the features of McCormack within the method taught 
collectively by LeBlanc, Copeland, and Pree with the motivation of minimizing risk for 
the first insurer through reinsurance (McCormack; col. 1 lines 41-64). 

(B) As per claims 69, LeBlanc discloses that a third property of object oriented 
programming is inheritance which allows program developers to reuse pre-existing 
programs. Inheritance allows a software developer to define classes and the objects 
which are later created from them as related through a class hierarchy. Specifically, 
classes may be designated as subclasses of other base classes. A subclass "inherits" 
and has access to all of the public functions of its base classes as though these 
functions appeared in the subclass. Alternatively, a subclass can override some or all 
of its inherited functions or may modify some or all of its inherited functions by defining 
a new function with the same form (col. 4 lines 36-48). It is noted when the method 
allows a subclass to override some of the inherited functions from the base class, the 
base class is a form of abstract class. 

(C) As per claim 71 , Pree discloses overriding the at least one hook method comprises 
replacing the hook method with one or more new methods (page 4 section 4.1 , page 5 
par. 2-3). 

(D) As per claims 72-77, LeBlanc discloses using hooks and Pree discloses overriding 
hook methods as discussed in claim 68. Copeland discloses that objects that perform 
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system-related functions necessary for every method request, wherein the system- 
related activities include things like performing security checks, locking records, etc. 
that need to be performed before the business object performs its method (col. 7 lines 
28-49). It is respectfully submitted that while LeBlanc, Copeland, and Pree do not 
disclose overriding every hook method as recited in claims 72-77, Copeland does 
disclose that they can be used before an object performs its method and Pree 
discloses that hook methods can be overridden. Further, the Examiner respectfully 
submits that it is well known in the art that a hook method can be used at any location 
in a routine or program and that they can be overridden. The motivation being for the 
purpose of debugging or enhancing functionality. 

In addition, the Examiner notes claim 72 recites the at least one hook method 
comprising a method... and claims 73-77 recite at least one hook method that is 
overridden comprises a method to be executed.... The Examiner respectfully submits 
that the differences between the prior art and the methods recited in claims 72-77 are 
only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material and are not functionally involved in. 
the steps recited in claims 72-77. The methods of claims 72-77 would be performed 
the same regardless of whether the method is a specific type of hook method. Further, 
the hook methods of claims 72-77 are never actually executed and thus, it does not 
appear that the steps recited in claims 72-77 would ever be performed differently 
based on what method was used. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish 
the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 
F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 
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1583-84, 32 USPQ2d 1031, 1035 (Fed. Cir. 1994). For further guidance, note MPEP § 
2106, common situations involving nonfunctional descriptive material are: "a process 
that differs from the prior art only with respect to nonfunctional descriptive material that 
cannot alter how the process steps are to be performed to achieve the utility of the 
invention." Here, the process steps are performed the same regardless of which 
method is chosen because the method is never actually executed and is only 
overridden. Thus, the step is simply overriding a piece of code (i.e., a method) or data 
and the content of that particular method is considered descriptive material. This 
descriptive material fails to distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. 

(E) As per claims 79-91 , LeBlanc discloses that JAVA includes a wealth of frameworks 
intended to greatly enhance application software development on the internet (col. 6 
lines 12-29). Further, LeBlanc discloses that JAVA beans are the object unit and are 
the tool which provide application developers with the framework for reusable, 
embeddable modular software components (col. 6 lines 30-43). Copeland discloses 
that objects that perform system-related functions necessary for every method request, 
wherein the system-related activities include things like performing security checks 
(claim 86), locking records, etc. that need to be performed before the business object 
performs its method (col. 7 lines 28-49). The Examiner respectfully submits that the 
processes and frameworks recited in claims 79-91 are well known in the art of object- 
oriented programming as disclosed by LeBlanc and Copeland. The motivation being to 
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provide application developers with the framework for reusable, embeddable modular 
software components (col. 6 lines 30^43). 

In addition, the Examiner notes these claims recite that the reinsurance 
framework support processes to be executed comprise..., the support processes to be 
executed comprise..., and the reinsurance framework to be executed comprises.... 
The Examiner respectfully submits that the differences between the prior art and the 
method recited in claims 79-91 are only found in the nonfunctional descriptive material 
and are not functionally involved in the steps recited in claims 79-91. The method of 
claims 79-91 would be performed the same regardless of whether the method had a 
specific type of framework support process, support process, or reinsurance 
framework. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention 
from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381 , 1385, 217 
USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 1583-84, 32 USPQ2d 
1031, 1035 (Fed. Cir. 1994). For further guidance, note MPEP § 2106, common 
situations involving nonfunctional descriptive material are: "a process that differs from 
the prior art only with respect to nonfunctional descriptive material that cannot alter 
how the process steps are to be performed to achieve the utility of the invention." It is 
noted that these support processes appear to be a piece of computer code. The 
support processes are never actually executed. Thus, the method in claims 79-91 is 
performed the same regardless of which support process is available, and thus the 
different types of support processes do not patentably distinguish the claimed invention 
from the prior art. 


Application/Control Number: 09/675,380 
Art Unit: 3626 


Page 1 1 


(F) As per claims 92-94, LeBlanc discloses a memory medium and a transmission 
medium (Internet) (Abstract, col. 5 line 10-29). 

(G) Claims 95-96, 98-104, and 106-119 repeat claims 68-69, 71-77, 79-94 as a method 
rather than as a carrier medium comprising program instructions, wherein the program 
instructions are computer-executable to implement a method, the underlying steps of 
the method have been shown to be disclosed by the collective teachings of LeBlanc and 
Copeland in the above rejections of claims 68-69, 71-77, 79-94. As such, these 
limitations are rejected for the same reasons given above for claims 68-69, 71-77, 79- 
94, and incorporated herein. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 68, 69, 71-77, 79-96, 98-104, and 
106-1 19 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Carolyn Bleck whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
6767. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 8:00am - 5:30pm, 
and from 8:30am - 5:00pm on alternate Fridays. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached at (571) 272-6776. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

7. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Or faxed to: 

(571)273-8300 [Official communications] 

(571 ) 273-8300 [After Final communications labeled "Box AF"] 

(571 ) 273-6767 [Informal/ Draft communications, labeled 
"PROPOSED" or "DRAFT"] 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to the Knox Building, Alexandria, VA. 

Carolyn M.BIeck 
Patent Examiner 


